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IN THE DRAWINGS : 

A correction to Figure 3 has been made. Specifically, in the original Figure 3, 
the element labeled 76 (known as "counterbore" in the specification) does not have threads in 
the inside surface, although the specification describes "counterbore 76" as having threads. 
Specifically, at page 10, line 5, the "counterbore" is described as being threaded to receive 
the threaded fastener 58. In response, thread lines have been added to the inside surface of 
the "counterbore 76". A replacement sheet is enclosed. 
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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. Applicant has 
attempted to address every issue in the non-final Official Action dated March 3, 2006 (paper 
no. 20060225) and believes the application is now in condition for allowance. Applicant has 
amended the claims to more clearly define the invention. 

The drawings are objected to because the depiction in Figure 3 is inconsistent 
with the description of "counterbore 76" in the specification at page 10, line 5. Specifically, 
the Examiner objects to the drawings because Figure 3 does not depict threads on the inside 
surface. Applicant has amended Figure 3 of the drawings to include threads on the inside 
surface of the "counterbore 76". Applicant submits that no new matter has been added. An 
amended replacement sheet labeled "Replacement Sheet" is herewith submitted, and the 
objection is overcome. 

The specification stands objected to for using the term "counterbore". The 
Examiner asserts that the usage of the term "counterbore" in the specification is inconsistent 
with the ordinary meaning. In response, Applicant has amended the paragraph beginning at 
page 10, line 4 to describe "a boss 76 with a receiving hole 78, preferably threaded, that is 
configured to receive the threaded fastener 58." All subsequent references to "counterbore" 
have been amended to "boss". Applicant submits that no new matter has been added. 

Applicant appreciates the acknowledgement of allowable subject matter in 
claim 8 if rewritten in independent form including all of the features of the base claim and 
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any intervening claims. In response, Applicant has added the features of allowable claim 8 to 
claim 1 . For this reason, Applicant submits that claims 1-7 are allowable over the references 
of record. 

Claims 5 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S. C. §112 as being indefinite. 
Specifically, the Examiner asserts the feature of a hole "slightly larger" than the retention 
formation is indefinite. In response, Applicant has amended the claims to recite a hole 
"being sized to mechanically accommodate said retention formation, which is aligned with 
said hole." Applicant submits that claims 5 and 16 are now definite. 

Claims 1-4 and 9 stand rejected for being anticipated by Burford (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,773,237). In addition, claims 1-7 and 9-12 stand rejected as being obvious over 
Burford in view of Kim (U.S. Patent No. 6,336,794). Claim 1 has been amended to recite the 
allowable subject matter of claim 8, specifically, the feature of "said platform has a hole, and 
said air tank has a boss with a receiving hole, wherein said boss and receiving hole are 
configured to receive a threaded fastener inserted through said hole of said platform." 
Burford and Kim do not disclose or suggest these features. Applicant submits that with the 
addition of the allowable subject matter of claim 8 to claim 1, claim 1 and the claims that 
depend therefrom are now allowable. Notice to that effect is requested. 

With respect to independent claim 9, the claim has been amended to recite the 
feature of "said retention formation having a plurality of lugs in a spaced arrangement" and 
"said retention formation includes a hole disposed in said platform and located generally at 
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the center of said arrangement of lugs." Burford and Kim do not disclose or suggest these 
features. 

Burford discloses an enclosed cart in which a compressor can be placed. While 
the reference does not explicitly recite any type of retention formation, the Examiner asserts 
that Figure 2 of the reference discloses lugs on the platform 34 for maintaining the location 
of the compressor. In response, Applicant submits that it is the panels of the carts, not the 
asserted "lugs" which maintain the compressor on the cart. Specifically, referring to column 
5, lines 32-34, the specification states "the air compressor is preferably mounted within the 
workbench, and, if the panels are used, is surrounded by the panels." For this reason, 
Applicant submits that Burford does not disclose the retention formation of the present 
invention. Further, the reference does not disclose a hole located in the center of the 
arrangement of lugs and on the platform, as in amended claim 9. 

Kim does not remedy the deficiencies of Burford. Kim discloses a surface 50 
which has a plurality of lugs 41 . However, Kim does not disclose a hole located in the center 
of the arrangement of lugs. Further, Kim does not disclose a dolly, but merely discloses an 
"installation surface 50". Since neither reference discloses the features of claim 9, mainly, "a 
hole disposed in said platform and located generally at the center of said arrangement of 
lugs," Applicant submits that the rejection of claims 9-12 is overcome. Notice to that effect 
is requested. 
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Claim 1 3 is rejected as being obvious over Allen (U.S. Patent No. 2,789,756) in 
view of Kotarba (U.S. Patent No. 5,503,295). Claim 13 has been amended to recite "at least 
one leg attached to said air tank and extending beneath said bottom portion of said air tank" 
and "wherein said receptor structure further comprises a boss with a receiving hole disposed 
on said bottom portion of said air tank, said receiving hole being threaded." 

Allen does not disclose or suggest these features. Allen merely discloses a 
dolly for a convertible power unit. The dolly 10 has a platform 12 onto which an engine 44 
can be mounted. Kotarba teaches a portable air tank with a hazard relief vent. However, the 
portable air tank does not have at least one leg attached to the air tank and extending beneath 
the bottom portion of the air tank. Further, Kotarba does not disclose or suggest a boss with 
a threaded receiving hole, but merely discloses a vent channel that can be ruptured in the 
event of overpressure. Since Allen and Kotarba do not disclose or suggest the amended 
features of claim 13, Applicant submits the claim is allowable. 

Additionally, claims 1 3 and 15-16 are rejected as obvious over Burford in view 
of Kim and further in view of Kotarba et al. As a preliminary matter, independent claim 15 
has been cancelled, and the dependency of claim 16 has been amended to claim 13. As 
discussed above, claim 13 has been amended to recite, in part, "at least one leg attached to 
said air tank and extending beneath said bottom portion of said air tank" and "wherein said 
receptor structure further comprises a boss with a receiving hole disposed on said bottom 
portion of said air tank, said receiving hole being threaded." Further, the claim has been 
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amended to recite "a receptor structure disposed on said at least one leg and configured for 
engaging the retention formation." Burford, Kim and Kotarba do not disclose or suggest 
these features. 

Specifically, the compressors of Kim, Burford and Kotarba do not have a boss 
with a threaded receiving hole disposed on the bottom portion of the air tank. As discussed 
above, Kotarba merely has a pressure relief channel, and not a threaded receiving hole. 
Further, Kim and Burford do not disclose or suggest a leg extending beneath a bottom 
portion of an air tank. Only Kotarba has a leg extending beneath a bottom portion of an air 
tank. However, in Kotarba, there is no receptor structure disposed on the leg configured for 
engaging a retention formation. Thus, Kotarba does not disclose the feature of "a receptor 
structure disposed on said at least one leg and configured for engaging the retention 
formation." For all these reasons, Applicant submits that amended claim 13 is allowable. 

Claims 17 and 18 are rejected as being obvious over Craig (U.S. Patent No. 
6,935,642) in view of Kim (U.S. Patent No. 6,336,794). Claim 17 has been cancelled, and 
claim 18 has been amended to depend from claim 13. Since claim 13 is allowable for the 
reasons given, above, it is submitted that claim 18 is allowable. 

Applicant submits that in view of the above-identified amendments and 
remarks, the application is now in condition for allowance, an indication of which is 
respectfully requested. Especially in view of the withdrawal from issue, should the Examiner 
discover there are remaining issues which may be resolved by a telephone interview, he is 
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strongly urged to contact Applicant's undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed 



May 31, 2006 

300 S. Wacker Drive - Suite 2500 
Chicago, Illinois 60606-6501 
Telephone: (312)360-0080 
Facsimile: (312)360-9315 
Customer No. 24978 

P:\DOCS\1353\68326\A24371.DOC 



below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



GREER, BURNS & CRAIN, LTD. 




Mura R. Wanek 
Registration No. 53,737 



14 



